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This paper seeks to set forth certain lines of approach both general 

££,X£ flC ?* C ? "?* ° ffer **» ^ Poe-iblllty o?gettl»rSrS2 S 
Khrushchev and enhancing in his mind the creditability of United State. 

!£ ti^ti^ l!rS! t0 ellBlnftte «**«-l» on aspects of Soviet policy and 
i?M Z ^ ^ tb * non - c °™unlst world, which experience has shown is 
without value and apt to be detrimental to the purposes we seek in this 
meeting • 

1. General 

,4 , 5* ^I* 8818 throughout should be placed upon the Soviet foreign 
policy la Its national aspect, and any ideological topic, or reference tf 
the general threat of cconunlsm In the world should not be dealt with per 
se but as a function of and in relation to Soviet state policy. 

The United States and the Soviet Union as chief protagonists 
in the present world-wide struggle, find themselves In antagonistic 
confrontation in regard to every International political problem. This 
is most certainly the Soviet view which treats every Issue ss a battle 
In a continuing struggle In which negotiation Is not sought by the Soviet 
Government for the purpose of solution of a given problem, but as a 
weapon in political warfare to obtain a Soviet or communist victory at 
tne expense of the non-communist world. 

* v P^f! l8 only ^ ""J 01 " 8 « D Ject on which there would appear 
to be a coincident of interest between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, and that is on the assumed common desire of both to avoid nuclear 
war. Community ot interest on this point should be the basic and starting 
point of the entire approach to Khrushchev. On the basis of this common 
desire to avoid nuclear war, the United States and the Soviet Union, as 
th- two leading powers in the vorld, have an enormous responsibility in 
* »»tter of the preservation of peace. While recognizing that we will 
not find any genuine common ground in regard to most if not all of the 
international issues in dispute, the manner in which these disagreements 
are handled in practice should be approached in the light of our common 
interest in avoiding nuclear war and In our great responsibility as world 
powers . 

2. War 

K should be emphasized to Khrushchev that the artificial 
distinction between the three categories of war, contained in his January 
sixth speech and the eighty-one Party document, is inherently artificial 
and dangerous. The thesis that certain kinds of war can be segregated out 
^Ti^f! H f B08t v dan «»<«* thesis. In reality, war is war snd does 
not lend itself to such tidy compartmentalization. Any form of armed 
action supported by a great power carries with it the obvious danger of 
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spreading, and thereby moving from one category to another. Support by 
the Soviet Union of "vara of national liberalization" — an extremely 
flexible definition at beat — la entirely incompatible vith the professed 
Soviet desire for peaceful co-existence. 

Wblle Khrushchev mil probably not be too receptive to any- 
thing to do with the felted Hat ions, noaetheleaa the only ground rulea for 
co-existence which exist In a Jointly agreed document are In the Charter 
Itself, which specifically binds its signatories to refrain in their Inter- 
national relations from the threat or use of force, except in individual or 
collective self -defense, and to settle their International disputes by peace- 
ful means. It ahould be pointed out that the attempt to advance the communist 
Ci-iwm by small Internal wars, i.e. war* of national liberation, is a : 

certain puth towards world war if consistently followed, in the st«ce of the J 
world today. This is the logic of any such Soviet position and no amount 
of tactical skill or self-deception could obscure this reality. 

The United States Is a great power, and the Soviet Union Is a 
great power. The United States is vexj cognisant of this fact and does not 
and will notlaeek to confront a great power, i.e. the Soviet Union, with a 
series of intolerable choices which would involve either the acceptance of 
International political defeat, or the recourse to war aa a means of averting 
It. The Soviet Union, for Its part, should recognise the same reality in 
regard to the United States. Quite apart from the subjective will of Its 
leaders, it is not realiatic to believe that a great power can accept a 
succession of attempted or actual political defeats without at some point 
In the process having recourse to its great power. 

While concentrating on the responsibilities and interests 
of the Soviet Union as a great power, at some point In the discussion the 
duality of Soviet operations in the foreign field should be brought out, but 
only, as Indicated above, as the function of or In relation to Its national 
policy. Reference should be made, In this connection, to the incompatibility 
between the public utterances of Khrushchev as the leader of the Soviet 
State and the positions taken and the views expressed in his January sixth 
speech as bead of the dominant party In the world communist movement, with 
particular reference in the latter document to the violent and distorted 
statements of hostility towards the United States as a country. On 
specific issues, the following line of approach is suggested: 

•) Germany and Berlin 

Stemming from the general considerations outlined above, it 
could be said to Khrushchev that he ahould not expect that the United States 
and Its allies would accept the political defeat involved in the loss or 
weakening of their existing position in Berlin. We have firm obligations 
and solemn commitments in this matter and to give them up or to permit 
them to be eroded would consttbite a political defeat in Europe, which would 
be quite intolerable and unacceptable to a great power, no matter what 
the consequences. 
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It should be pointed out that the entire situation 1b Germany is 
abnormal* that that of Berlin as a city is abnormal, and that ve cannot 
faccc** vuc characterization of one part of an abnormal situation as its 
sole abnormality. The situation In Germany has existed since the end 
of the war, and while unsatisfactory to all concerned, any change would 
have to be an improvement, or at least no worse, ftxm the point of view 
of all concerned ~ the Western allies, the people of West Berlin, as 
well as the Soviet and East German side. In a situation as delicately 
balanced as the situation In Germany, the side which seeks to change it 
to its advantage and to the detriment of the other side is the one that 
assumes the responsibility for the risks to peace inherent in such a 
course of action. 

The standard Soviet argument concerning the necessity of 
doing away with the "vestiges of the war" is obviously a formalistic state- 
ment of the position and cannot be accepted. The real vestige of the war 
to be corrected is the division of Germany, but since this realistically 
does not seem to be an isnedlate possibility, the delicate "balance should 
not be upset. If ways of Improving the situation without detriment to any 
of the parties concerned could be found, we would be prepared to consider 
any such suggestion. The proposal for a "tree West Berlin 91 does not 
Satisfy these criteria, since it would appear to make very little sense, 
even treat a Soviet point of view, unless it brought them certain advantages 
with corresponding disadvantages to the Western Powers and the people of 
West Berlin, which would not be tolerable for the reasons given above. 

(toe possibility might be to return to the 'kk agreement and to 
see if the statute then outlined for all Berlin could not be relnstltuted 
with certain agreed modifications. One other course of action would be» 
If Khrushchev feels he must proceed with a peace treaty with the GDR, to do 
so leaving unchanged the obligations of the Four Powers in regard to West 
Berlin • We would not subscribe to such a peace treaty, but its conclusion 
leaving West Berlin in statu quo might be a possibility. 

b) Disarmament 

It would be well to focus the disarmament discussion on the 
current test ban negotiations since these are the only actual negotiations 
in progress in this field which, theoretically at least, should offer a 
prospect for agreement. The chief obstacle for agreement at the present 
time Is the retrogression by the Soviet side in Introducing the doctrine 
of a Three-Power Ccnomittee with individual veto power in place of a single 
administrator selected for his objectivity as an International civil 
servant. 

Khrushc) v should be questioned on this point as to how any 
such mechanism cot. i possibly operate, since a veto power would render 
Ineffective, and indeed ridiculous; the entire concept of an objective 
system of international verification and control. He should be pushed 



m 



3* 



- 4 - 

SovSt retreaTfr^ 22 ^f*? 0lnt l8 DOt buUt «* to ■ ^^ **reby • 
in dispute. her M V* etB of the test ten talks still 

th* t«iv. lf '^ h0 T* r ' ^"^hchev sticks firmly to his Insistence on 

Conclusion 
is first cFalTEJVIJ iS"" 100 w «*■" «"i» to leave on Khrushchev 

SS2J ^ ,Ua ij: ,p0O f i ble " d "•"•^c action on the part of ST 
S^SStfSfJTi ^5 IT" *"«• cannot * P«served by an^ttempt to 

£Sf bTi"erSd b?2L U ?T ■?• po- « and «* «ciP«*«r£tiona 
tvnT«r . JT Jii 7 8aae fom of « round rules 1» order to avoid the 

t?the enftS Jiff 2? I - ? ° f f " aut0Batle <*■!« of event. leading 
xo xne end that both countries desire to avoid. 
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